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Or all the problems that vex and tax 
humanity, and agitale the public mind at 
the present time, few are so old, and surely 
none so fundamental, persistent, and ubi- 
quitous, so Costly and clamant for solution, 
as that which forms the subject of this paper. 

For centuries an ever-growing number 
of men and women have been trying to 

increase luman happiness. How_is it, 
_then, that the sum of suffering’in the 
twentieth century has exceeded that of 
any period of similar length, and that it is 
questionable whether the human race is 


improving physically, mentally, or morally? 

rhe answer_ 1S that wel are schemes 
have been swamped by reckless breeding. 
Because intimately bound up with the 
mysteries of sex, the problem of population 
has been burked by successive generations, 
and all reference to the remedy voted un- 
pleasant and difficult to talk about, and, 
therefore, held taboo by educationalists 
and the Press. As a consequence, men 
have failed to solve those other interde- 
pendent, appalling problems—poverty, dis- 
ease, war, and unemployment. All the 
efforts of worthy people have been rendered 
largely vain by their neglect of the vital 
question of the number and quality of the 
race. 

But to-day the free and unprejudiced 
are beginning to realise that all reforms 
are mere tinkering with the social state un- 
less C3 parents—whose disastrous fecundity 
. isa world-wide danger—will refrain from 
propagating, and that the only way to 
raise an Ai population is to be guided by 
the biological rule ‘like produces like,” 
and breed from Az stock alone. ‘A cor- 
rupt tree cannot bring forth good fruit.” 

As things are, ignorance far outstrips 
intelligence in child-bearing, and the com- 
munity is menaced by the multiplicity of 
the feeble-minded and degenerate, the un- 
employable and incompetent, the careless 
and improvident, who are indifferent to the 
public welfare, or even to the welfare of 
their own children, because they have 
more passion than reason, conscience, and 
knowledge. estitute of prudence, they 
give their animal instincts full scope regard- 
less of consequences, and reproduce their 
kind without limit. 

Visionaries in comfortable circumstances 
and easy optimists, may trust that some- 
thing will turn up to relieve the world of its 
self-created incubus, but practical people 
are realizing that to save blind nature from 
herself, sheer animal instincts must be ra- 
tionally controlled by all classes, now that 
our humane feelings will not allow us to 
leave war, disease, and famine to remove 
the weak and superfluous, and our laws 
forbid abortion and infanticide, as advo- 
cated by Plato and Aristotle, and still 
practised by less civilised nations, 
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Unfortunately, the haphazard procrea- 
tion of undesired and undesirable children 
by ignorant, coerced, exhausted, or dis- 
eased mothers, blindly yielding to the 
sexual impulse, is encouraged by senti- 
mental enthusiasts and short-sighted phil- 
anthropists, who believe in substituting the 
benevolence of the taxpayer for the re- 
sponsibility of the parent. Undismayed 
by the fact that the annual cost of a State 
scheme of family endowment is estimated 
by its supporters at £ 240,000,000, they ad- 
vocate bonuses for babies, and tacitly tell 
the poor, “You have the baby, and the 
ainis will do the rest.” . 

n the name of Social Justice and Pro- 
gress (forsooth) they clamour for more and 
more assistance for the increasing number 
of the dependents on the State, the inter- 
ests of whose army of employees seemed 
to be served thereby, their protégés filling 
our lunatic asylums, our gaols, and our 
Poor Law institutions, which cannot con- 
tain the vast numbers who are only fitted 
to be inmates. Many, therefore, are given 
out-relief, and left to multiply in their 
wretched tenements. (In 1923 the aggre- 
gate outlay on social services in Great 
Britain was £ 338,319,318 as against 
£62,994,667 in 1g11, and in January, 
1925, the number employed in Govern- 
ment Departments was_ 298,996). 

It is not sufficiently recognised that a 
large proportion of the population even in 
civilised countries came into the world 
either as the result of accident, ignorance, 
or coercion, and that there are swarms of 
poor defectives of whom it can truly be 
said, “it were better for them had they 
never been born.” ‘They are a misery to 
themselves, and a burden on their parents 
or the community. The world has no use 
for them, and when of marriageable age, 
they are an ever-present source of con- 
tamination of Society. 

Unwanted children, after months of the 
weariness of pregnancy, and dread of par- 
turition for the woman who is an unwilling 
mother, are born to inherit misery, in- 
sanity, tuberculosis, and kindred ills. Yet 
this is not inevitable, and, indeed, is easily 
preventable, for although there is no one 
fool-proof, one-hundred-per-cent.-certain, 
approved method of contraception (apart 
from vasectomy in the male—a simple 
operation which can be performed in 3 or 


4 minutes with the help of a local anesthe- 


tic—or ligature of the fallopian tubes in 
the female), it is hardly exaggerating a 
truth to say that ‘‘ we have already to-day 
sufficient physiological knowledge to check 
(if one could only get everyone to know) 
the birth of every diseased, unhealthy, 
unprepared-for child’’ (Marie C. Stopes, 
D.Sc., author of the first scientific study 
of the Technique of Contraception), 


MERE NUMBERS A DANGER. 

Besides ignoring the quality aspect of 
the problem of population, social reformers 
have been prone to turn a blind eye on the 
quantity aspect of it. ‘In less than 150 
ears the world has tripled its population” 
(Sir G. H. Knibbs). ~ According to a cau- 
tious estimate, every year about 20 million 
more mouths require feeding. This means 
that every 2 years a number equal to the 
present population of France is added to 
the population of the world. Professors 
Ross and East, of Harvard University, 
have proved that at the present rate of 
growth the population of the globe would 
be in a hundred years three times as large 
as now, and that all the inhabitable parts 
would be as populous as Western Europe. 
One might as reasonably hope to build 

a house in disregard of the law of gravita- 
tion as to secure social well-being in a 
community where the principle of popu- 
lation is treated as of no account. That 
principle is ‘‘that population (unless con- 
sciously and sufficiently controlled) tends 
to increase at a far greater speed than does 


the supply of food.” 


“This Malthusian doctrine is the central 


doctrine of sociology, as essential to the 


right understanding of human affairs as - 


the law of gravitation is to astronomy. 
No one is entitled to be called a Sociolo- 
gist who has not this principle constantly 
in mind in all his studies, and no one who 
disputes or belittles the Malthusian doc- 
trine is entitled to the smallest respect for 
his opinion on any large social question” 
(C. V. Drysdale, D.Sc.) Though it fell 
on many deaf and unwilling ears, it has 
been upheld by some of the greatest 
thinkers, including James and John Stuart 
Mill, the Rev. Dr. Chalmers, Darwin, 
Spencer, Huxley, John Morley, and Dean 
Inge, and at the trial of Bradlaugh and 
Besant in 1876, Lord Justice Cockburn 
declared it to bean “irrefragable truth.” 
But great ideas have to pass through lon 
EE race germination before they ae 
fetorany, accepted, te ain, 
“Thomas Robert Malthus (b. 14th Feb- 
ruary, 1766, d. 29th December, 1834), 
Clergyman, and Professor of Economics, 
in 1798 published a great ‘‘ Essay on the 
Principle of Population,” and calculated 
that under favourable conditions a human 
stock could double itself every 25 years. 
That means multiplying by 16 in a cen- 
tury, by 256 in two centuries, by 4,096 in 
three centuries, and so on. (One did so 
in the Northern States of America for 
above a century and a half. Before the 
War, too, Russia was. increasing her 
population of 150,000,000 at a rate that 
meant doubling in 25 years, and the 
population of Japan, little greater in size 
than California, five-sixths mountainous, 
every tillable foot precious—multiplied 
three times in the last 30 years, and has 
reached 55,000,000. Now one of the 
principal military and naval powers in the 
world, she is heading straight for trouble, 
and there will have to be a race between 
birth control and_catastrophe, for she has 
an annual increase of about 800,000. 
At the rate of doubling every 25 years, the 
descendants of one prolific pair, supplied 


with abundant food, would in a thousand 
years be a thousand times as numerous as 
the present inhabitants of the globe. 
Malthus concluded that the inherent 
possibilities of the growth of population 
must be checked by prudential or by 
painful means, and advocated continence 
and universal postponement of marriage 
until middle age or later. (He married at 
the age of 39, and had only 3 children). 


POPULATION AND FOOD. 

The population of England as computed 
from the entries in onaaiey ee was 
about 2,500,000 in 1100: of England and 
Wales 4,800,000 in 1600; and 6,500,000 
in 1760. It increased more since 1800 
than it did for fully 600 years after the 
Conquest. It was 9,000,000 in r801. It 
doubled in the first 50 years of the 19th 
century. It doubled again in the 60 years 
ending, Ig11, when it reached 36,070,000, 
one-fifth of whom live in Greater London. 
This gives an increased rate of 300 per 
cent. in little more than a hundred years. 
(During the same period the wheat pro- 
duct of an acre of land increased by only 
35 per cent. In 600 years all the dis- 
coveries of agriculturists have not made 3 
blades of wheat grow where 1 would grow 
before.) 

Food production does not depend only 
on land and labour, but on fertilising 
material, sunshine, and moisture, and if 
any of these are deficient, no amount of 
labour can increase production. Unfortu- 
nately, one or more of these essentials 
nearly always is deficient. (Exhaustion 
is threatened of the world supply of phos- 
phates, one of the essential ingredients of 
plant and animal life.) 

Our already impoverished England and 
Wales had to bear the strain of an average 
annual increase of births over deaths of 
335,252 for the 5 years preceding 1924. 
Up to the beginning of the rgth centur 
England was so far as food was concerned, 
practically a self-supporting country; now 
four-fifths of our food (£ 387,000,000 wor 
in 1924), comes from over-seas. 

Our present rate of increase is about 
10 per thousand per annum, which means 
doubling in each 7o years. For many 
years the population of Great Britain has 
been growing at the rate of 1,000 a day, 
and if it continues so to increase, we shall 
never catch up with the housing shortage. 
The tendency, fortunately, is downward, 
though there were eaenn births in 1924. 

Despite the appalling losses in the Great 
War, this country, already industrialised to 
the satiation point, has at least a million 
more men and women to be absorbed than 
it had in 1914, when 200,000 men were 
unemployed even in boom times. 

The great benefits Of science and in- 
dustry in increasing the production and 
transportation of the necessaries and com- 
forts of life during the last hundred years 
have been divided amongst ever-increasing 
numbers, instead of being employed to give 
a larger share to each person. 


BIRTH RATES. 
The birth-rate by itself gives no indi- 
cation of growth or decline of population 
unless we know the volume to which that 


rate is applied. ‘‘ The present fall in the 
birth-rate has been an unmixed blessing 
for the working classes, and has perhaps 
saved this country from revolution”’ (Dean 
Inge.) But many people do not realize 
that the declining birth-rate of England 
and Wales is accompanied by rapid growth 
of population. (The death rate is 12:2). 

Registration of births began in 1838. 
With unfailing regularity the birth-rate 
rose till 1876, when it touched 36 per thou- 
sand—the pre-War bicth-rate of Russia. 
Then it gradually began to go down, and 
has done so without a single break ever 
since, until in 1924 it was less than 1g. 

In the decade ending, 1880, the annual 
birth-rate in England and Wales aver- 
aged 35:4 per thousand, and the average 
annual number of births was 858,878. In 
the year 1920 the birth-rate had fallen to 
25°4, but the number of births was 957,782. 
Thus, with a decline of 10 points in the 

birth-rate, there was an increase of nearly 
100,000 in the number of births. 

High birth-rates do not necessarily mean 
high survival rates, for a high birth-rate 
inevitably results in a high infantile death- 
rate, to say nothing of the damage-rate, 
and is accompanied by poverty—that fer- 
tile mother of disease and death. (In 
spite of the great strides medical science 
has made, we may take it for granted that 
there will always be germs to kill the under- 
nourished). But no nation requires chil- 
dren merely to find remunerative work for 
doctors, nurses, coffin-makers, and grave- 
diggers. Such brief visitors to our globe, 
as babies born merely to be buried, do not 
contribute to the glory of Church and State, 
but to the impoverishment of the nation. 

Nature, “red in tooth and claw,” pro- 
duces without purpose, sustains without 
intention, and destroys without thought. 
Untold worry, misery, and pain are the 
inevitable consequence of high birth and 
death-rates. Left to Nature, too much 
life means death. Death is the rule, and 
life the exception. She provides a million 


eggs for the life of one salmon. A pair of 
tats may become a thousand in 15 months. 
Her pitiless method of dealing with all liv- 
ing creatures is to encourage unlimited re- 
production, and kill off the surplus by dis- 
ease, starvation, and war. High mortality 
follows high natality. But Nature is now 
intelligent in man, and offers the world the 
alternative of birth control.to an enormous 
death-rate from starvation or war. Will 


not the world be guided by reason ? 
EMIGRATION NO SOLUTION. 


Emigration is insufficient even to re- 
strict the present growth of the population 
of England and Wales—z257,000 in 1924, 
during which year the number of persons 
who left the United Kingdom for residence 
abroad was 91,262. Large schemes of 
colonisation have often been promoted, 
but have never succeeded, and probably 
never will. The enormous cost in com- 
parison with the result accomplished is 
alone an almost fatal objection. ‘‘ Last 
year it involved an expenditure of at least 
£1,500 to settle a man, his wife, and two 
children in Australia,’ said the Under- 
Secretary for the Colonies in Parliament 


on 2nd April, 1925. Besides, Ireland is 
probably the only country:which has ever 
reduced its population by emigration. 

Immigration is under rigorous. control 
in the United States and in Australia. A 
large part of the latter continent is unin- 
habitable desert. One-half in within the 
tropics, and entirely unfitted for settlement 
by Northern Europeans. 

As regards Canada, it. is significant that 
Canadians themselves are exceedingly un- 
willing to remain there, and her emigrants 
exceed her immigrants. It is the coldest 
of all large inhabited countries except 
Siberia, and the Canadian prairie is more 
afflicted with drought than any part of 
Europe except the Spanish Plateau. 

Moreover, the people whom England is 
most anxious to emigrate are not those 
whom the self-governing Colonies are most 
willing to receive. They do not want our 
townsmen, whom only sheer necessity will 
drive to the land, at home or abroad; and 
they will not accept our defectives and un- 
employables, which we are producing so 
fast. They have enough failures of their 
own, and there is dire poverty and unem- 
ployment even in Canada and Australia. 

Our wage-earners show little inclination 
to engage in agriculture. Ihree-quarters 
of the population is centred in 76 large 
towns. ‘The drift is from the country to 
the towns in practically all lands. The 
towns of Australia are already crowded. 
More than half of its population live tightly 
packed in ‘Six Cities. It is increasingly 
difficult to get young Canadians to go 
farming. In some of the older provinces 
the rural population is actually declining. 

The Colonies want well-trained domestic 
servants, first-rate farmers, with capital, 
initiative, and adaptability, vigorous agri- 
cultural labourers, and fine, healthy, will- 
ing lads to work on the land—in a word, 
citizens ready-made and ready-educated at 
the Cost of come other State (say, £400 a 
head). No country wants the feeble, the 
sick, the meéntally-tainted, and if they 
get there they are often deported. But 
we can use what they want, and their gain 
would be our loss. 

If the Colonies succeed in getting what 
they want, it follows that the mother- 
country will more and more become a 
reservoir for the unfit, and a rapid de- 
generation will set in, if things go on as 
now. ‘Thanks chiefly to emigration, Great 
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Britain contains two million more females_ 
than males, though 21 boys are born to 
20 girls. Taras 
nS 


THE RIGHTS OF CHILDREN. 


It is a grave social offence for men and 
women ‘So rng TntS The world more 
children than they can adequately house, 
feed, clothe, and care for, without the help 
of the State or charity. It ought to be 
criminal to call children into existence for 
whom there is no welcome and no suffi- 
cient provision, and whose lives may prove 
miserable from the cradle to the grave. 


Married couples should create only those 
children for whom they~have~Sufficient 
means, sufficient love, and sufficient health, 


and to whom they can give a fair chance 
of enjoying life instead of merely existing. 


Children have a right to be born well, 
that is, to be born of healthy parents, of good 
character, in favourably circumstances. 

Every child has a right to be desired 
before it Is conceived, aie loved before it 
is born, to be welcomed on its birthday, 
to be provided for by its parents while 
it is helpless, and to be equipped for a 
serviceable career. 

For the first 14 years or so of life, 
children are consumers without being 
producers. The Rt. Hon. Sir William 
Joynson-Hicks, M.P. (Home Secretary), 
expressed the opinion that no one in this 
country who reaches the age of 21 is pro- 
duced for less than £500. It behoves us, 
therefore, to be economical in their pro- 
duction, even where quality is assured. 


VOLUNTARY PARENTHOOD. 


Dr. Mary Weston, in ‘‘ The Lancet,” 

pointed out that ‘‘it has been estimated that 

40% of the women out-patients of hospitals 
Ss 


uffér from some form of ill-health directly 


_or indirectly due to child-bearing.” 

- Abortion, procured and_ self-provoked 
(and drug-taking to that end) is very 
prevalent among the poorer. classes. It 
is injurious, immoral, and illegal, but it 
will continue until the prevention of con- 
ception is generally known and practised. 

_ Every adult person should know that 
married people nowadays can easily avoid 
bringing into the world any more children 
than they can do justice to, and do so with- 
cut incurring an intolerable strain of ab- 
staining from the natural expression of their 
sex-love—impracticable for the majority— 
or by resorting to fceticide. 

‘“‘We want parents to be conscious of 
their responsibilities to the race in bringing 
children into the world. Instead of being 
a blind, haphazard consequence of uncon- 
trolled instinct, parenthood must be made 
the responsible and self-directed means of 
human expression and regeneration” (Mrs, 
Margaret Sanger, the mother of 3 children, 
who has had more than 14 years’ experi- 
ence as a trained nursein the U.S.A., and is 
President of the American Birth Control 
League). 

Some knowledge of how to avoid having 
unwanted children has been in the world 
since the Stone Age. No one denies that 
there are harmful methods, but there are 
also well-tried, modern methods which are 
simple, inexpensive, effective, harmless, 
and hygienic, even if they are not abso- 
lutely infallible. The care and intelli- 
gence with which they are practised are 
more important than the method adopted. 
The choice may be left to the taste and 
conscience of the individual, for, ‘‘ there is 
not the slightest difficulty in contraception 
for the normal and healthy, though the 
most perfect procedure cannot be safe 
in hands of one who is careless” (Marie 
Stopes, D.Sc., a mother, and Co-Founder 
of the First British Birth Control Clinic, 
17th March, 1921). The abnormal should 
get expert advice. The fact that the 
thoughtful classes have been quite suc- 
cessfully limiting their families for a gene- 
ration or more, is sufficient proof that there 
are methods which can be relied upon. 
There is no proof that the best methods 


\ 


are injurious, and “countless cases are 
known to medical men Were they have 
prevented ill-health and nerve-strain” 
Barbara Crawford, M.B. 

( Dr. C. W. Sal ; ke on the Na- 
tional Birth Control Commission, speaking 
of the evidence submitted to that body said 
that the case against contraceptives had 
entirely broken down. 

Lord Dawson, the King’s Physician, 
in his address to the Church Congress in 
October, 1921, expressed the opinion that 
“the advocacy of birth control by absten- 
tion from connubial relations is either in- 
effective, or if effective, is impracticable 
and harmful to health and happiness.” 

The non-limitation of the number of 
infants is contrary to the interests both 
of families and of society, and conse- 
quently to morality. 

“The right to live” has never been 
admitted by Nature. But suppose it con- 
ceded to humanity by the philanthropic 
and even the politician. That does not 
carry with it the right to bring children 
into the world to be supported at the 

ublic expense. The aireste oF The 
ing and thé prospects of the unborn 
should never be forgotten. ‘No person 
has a right to bring a child into the world 
for me to support” (Sir James Barr, M.D.) 

To-day nearly all educated” people, 
whether Catholic, Protestant, or Agnostic, 
limit their families for the benefit of them- 
selves and their children. None but the 
poor have large families. The ministers 
of all denominations—aforetime so prolific 
—now vie with the doctors, the lawyers, and 
the teachers; in having the smallest families 
of any class. ~ Tre 

It is to be deplored that many thrifty, 
enterprising, revenue-producing members 
of the community are compelled by crush- 
ing taxation and ruinous rates strictly to 
lint the number of their offspring so that 
they may pay for the large families of the 
improvident, reckless, and irresponsible 
‘¢ out-of-works,” ‘‘can’t-works,” ‘‘ won’t- 
works,” and ‘‘ca’cannys.” Nothing but 
disaster can follow the present tendency 
of our nation to breed from the bottom 
and die off at the top of the social scale. 

Contraception ‘only to cure or prevent 
disease”’ is permissible in U.S.A., but even 
there, where through the assinine stupidity, 
the prudery, and bigotry of a few puri- 
tanically-minded individuals, there is an 
1873 law against giving contraceptive in- 
rormation t6-thé people (hence deliberate 
abortion is enormously practised), so diffi- 
cult is it to suppress knowledge, that of 
1,000 married women (mostly college gra- 
duates) who answered a recent question- 
naire, 74 per cent. said they used contra- 
ceptives and 26 per cent. said they did 
not. Where a knowledge of improved 
methods is difficult to obtain, inferior and 
out-of-date methods are very common. 
Mrs. Sanger defied the law, and since 
tgt4 her booklet, “Family Limitation,” 
has had an enormous circulation in America 
(price 6d. from Rose Witcop, 31, Sinclair 
Gardens, W. 14). 

CAUSE OF POVERTY. 

Of course, it is not contended that a big 

birth-rate is the only cause of poverty. 
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But if all other causes were removed, an 
unrestricted birth-rate would still suffice 
to bring the mass of the people into desti- 
tution. Every biologist, from the time of 
Darwin to the present day, will endorse 
this. 

No, it is not the wealth or waste of the 
few_rich that makes the poverty of the 
many poor, but the incapacity, ignorance, 
and, above all, the excessive procreation 
of the latter, which are the chief causes of 
poverty, crime, unemployment, and war. 
A good deal of the drink evil (Great 
Britain spends over £1,000,000 a day on 


alcohol) is attributable to the hopelessness. 
attributable opelessnes 


into which ever-increasing families plunge 
men and women. 

A low birth-rate is a necessary con- 
dition of social progress. No fiddle- 
faddling with the qaribation of wealth 
will permanently improve the condition 
of the poor or reduce pauperism if the 
alley and the slum continue to breed at 
their present rate. 

Prevention is better than palliatives; 
Fewer but fitter; Not quantity, but 

uality; Choice, not chance; Babies in 
the okt place; Nothing in excess—these 
should be our watchwords, our slogans. 

‘Little improvement in morality can 
be expected until the producing of large 
families is regarded with the same feel- 
ings as drunkenness or ary other physical 
excess’’ (John Stuart Mill). 

Life is not sacred atone end only. If 
it is a wrong to put an end toa miserable 
life, it is at least as great a wrong to puta 
beginning to it. 

A few well-born, well-bred children are 
worth to the nation more than hordes of 
rickety, under-fed, ill-cared-for little ones. 
Who benefits by houses as crowded as 
rabbit-warrens ? 

Human fertility far exceeds the physical 
strength of the average woman and the 
earning power of the average man. Con- 
‘stant and frequent pregnancy is good 
neither for her body nor his income. Too 
often the result is poverty, overcrowding, 
dirt, squalor, and degradation; family life 
suffers, the home deteriorates, the whole 
standard of life is brought down, and the 
community’s income is depleted. 

There is but one hope. Ignorance, 
poverty, and vice must stop populating 
the world. To accomplish this there is 
but one way. Woman must, decide for 
herself whether_she will or will not become 
a mother. Incessant child-bearing trans- 
“forms motherhood into martyrdom, makes 
women domestic slaves, exhausts physic- 
ally and mentally all but the most vigorous, 
and produces premature old age. 

The sooner State-supported clinics are 
allowed to give the women of the poor 
instruction in birth control, which their 
better-off sisters can pay to get, the sooner 
we shall be a healthy and happy people. 

“The want of knowledge of prevention 
of conception is the greatest menace to 
civilisation”? (Dr. Mather Thompson). 

Birth control is the Magna Carta, or 
Charter of Freedom, of woman, her real 
emancipation from slavery. 

Statistics indicate that it is possible in 
all countries to secure a considerable sav- 


ing in infant life by reducing the rate at 
which new babies are born. 

As a rule, the later-born children of a 
large family are more prone to disease, 
owing in part to the mother being often 
worn out by frequent pregnancies. 

If children are to be brought up care- 
fully, and if due regard is to be paid to 
the mother’s health, she ought not to be 
asked to beara child more than once in 
two, or better still, once in three years. 


CAUSE OF UNEMPLOYMENT. 


Birth. control more widely practised 
would raise the worker’s standard of life. 
Fewer babies, higher wages. Cheap child- 
hood is the inevitable result of chance 
parenthood. If it were not for over-popu- . 
lation, and hence a glutted_ market, the 
worker would be able to bargain with his 
employer on equal terms. 

We have as many people at work. to- 
day as we had in 1914. In January, 1925, 
there were 1,369,700 registered wholly un- 
employed in Great Britain, and a weekly 
expenditure of £1,040,000 from the In- 
surance Fund, notwithstanding the enor- 
mous sum that is spent on relief work. 
At the end of December, 1924, the number 
of persons in receipt of Poor Law Relief 
in England and Wales was 1,071,900 
(216,200 in Institutions). And yet some 
people tell us that this country will perish 
like Nineveh and Carthage unless we breed 
still more crowds of paupers and competi- 
tors for every vacancy. 

The surest weapon in the hands of the 
capitalist is a constantly increasing popu- 
lation. Under-employment and sweated 
labour are largely due to over-population. 

Wage-slavery exists as a consequence 
of the carelessness with which the former 
generation produced wage-slaves, and this 
slavery will continue as long as adult chil- 
dren of these wage-slaves have no more 
sense than to produce wage-slaves. 

Slave mothers have produced in the 
past, and are producing to-day, swarms 
of weak, inefficient, diseased, and miser- 
able lives. 

Much money wrung from the public is 
spent on persons who ought never to have 
been born. Destroy them we must not; 
reform them we cannot, care for them we 
must, though some wastrels cost the com- 
munity as much as £200 eacha year for 
their maintenance in institutions. 

For the last 50 years the population 
of France (now 40,000,000) has only in- 
creased slowly. In 1923 her excess of 
births over deaths was 94,871. (Obviously, 
in a cradle competition with Germany’s 
60,000,000, France is bound to lose). Real 
wages are higher than ever they were. On 
November 13th, 1924, only 401 workers 
were in receipt of relief on account of un- 
employment. Birth control was first gene- 
rally practised in, what was then an en- 
tirely Catholic country, France, where it 
has been followed for 1z0 years. It has 
spread to all classes. For over 80 years 
France has never had any unemployment 
problem, but had to import labour almost 
every year. Her food is home-grown. 

In general culture, in advanced, liberal 
ideas, in sculpture, in painting, in literature, 
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and science, France stands at the head of 
nations. 

France has a far fewef number of old 
maids than England. 


CAUSE OF WAR. 


The most illogical of human beings is 
the pacifist who does not begin with the 
population question. 

“The causes of war are almost as 
‘numerous as human motives, but there 
can be no disputing the general pro- 
position that of all the causes of war, 
economic rivalry is to-day the most im- 
portant” (Harold Cox). 

“War is mostly the outcome of the un- 
limited increase of people upon a limited 
area of land” (Baroness S. K. Ishimoto, 
who has founded the Birth Control Move- 
ment in Tokio). Read Genesis xiii. 

The growth of population not only 
creates occasion for war, but makes war 
inevitable. 

It is the competition of races for profit- 
able employment, for ‘‘a place in the sun,” 
and for the necessaries of life, that turns 
racial antipathy into racial conflict. 

‘« All biologists realise that birth control 
is the only alternative to wars of exter- 
mination and devastating famines, if the 
population of the civilised world con- 
tinues to expand at the present rate,” 
states the biologist, Professor E W. 
MacBride, LL.D., F.R.S. 

You cannot hope to prevent a strong 
nation from going to war if the alternative 
is starvation. Pressure of population on 
their own resources has time and again led 
to war to conquer the resources of others. 

We have it on the authority of Sir 
Auckland Geddes that the exciting cause 
of the World War was the insufficiency of 
the world’s. food, and for some years before 
IgI4 representative Germans declared that 
war was necessary to provide room for their 
growing population, which in 1gor was in- 
creasing at the rate of 800,000 a year. 
Now they are applying science, and every 
important town in Germany has a lower 
birth rate than London (18:7). That of 
Berlin fell to 10 per thousand in 1924. 

Birth control is the only safeguard of 
international peace. The safety of civili- 
sation and the happiness of future genera- 
tions depend on it more than on a League 
of Nations. 

A reduction in the world’s population 
will not necessarily prevent all wars, but 
it will certainly prevent many, and remove 
its most potent and excusable cause. 

If. a nation’s population were regulated 
so that it had only as many people as it 
could support in decency and security, it 
would remove the pressure of population, 
and the consequent need to steal other terri- 
tory to provide for its needless surplus. 

Mere numbers are overrated, even for 
military strength. Big brains are at least 
as important as big battalions. A com- 
munity does not benefit by beggars, tramps, 
invalids, and criminals. 

If mere numbers settled wars, the 
English race would long since have been 
wiped out by the French, for in the 18th 
century the population of England was 
only one-third that of France. Yet Eng- 


land won. The idea that national great- 
ness depends on numerical magnitude is a 
profound delusion. The nations with the 
lowest birth-rate won the war. On the 
theory of numbers you cannot account for 
the British Empire. 

With the development of aerial warfare 
and poison gas, numbers are of doubtful 
consequence. All modern warfare has be- 
come more and more a question of science 
and engineering, directed and carried out 
by highly-trained individuals. 

Our political leaders during the war 
would have been glad to exchange the 
C3 population for less than half their 
number of Ar men and women. What 
a nation needs is not an unlimited number 
of citizens, but a sufficient number of the 
best quality. 

The greatest obstacle to the acceptance 
of birth control is the fear of the superior 
fertility of the high-birth-rate nations. Yet 
China (where live one-quarter of the human 
race, with a practically stationary popula- 
tion, for her children are born like flies and 
die like flies), and India, withits 320,000,000, 
belie the doctrine of strength in numbers. 

Rational birth control, willing work and 
thrift—that is the policy which will make 
a country happiest, most pacific, and yet 
strongest, and the world will not get rid of 
poverty, unrest, and war until it is univer- 
sally adopted. 

‘‘ No reasonable advocate of birth con- 
trol asserts that it is a cure-all, or that it 
does away with all need for social reform. 
All we claim is that it is an integral part 
of any comprehensive scheme for amelio- 
rating the present miserable condition of 
a large proportion of humanity” (Norman 
Haire, Ch.M., M.B.) 


OPPONENTS CHALLENGED. 


Dr. George Drysdale (1827—1904) was 
the father of the Birth Control Movement. 
It originated in England, and was organ- 
ised in 1877 after the Charles Bradlaugh 
and Annie Besant trial for publishing the 
pampblet of the American Doctor Knowl- 
ton entitled, ‘‘ The Fruits of Philosophy.” 
The case blazoned the knowledge of con- 
traceptive methods to the civilised world. 
Those and improved methods are now in 
widespread use by the more intelligent ele- 
ments of the population in most countries 
standing high in the scale. of civilisation, 
and have been followed by a great fall in 
the birth rates as well as in the death rates. 

Like many great movements for the bene- 
fit of mankind, the doctrine of immaculate 
contraception bas been vehemently opposed 
by some good people, some bad, and others 
merely iguorant, superstitious, and preju- 


diced. In the Middle Ages the study of 
Anatomy was banned on_ theological 


grounds, and within living memory Cre- 
mation and the use of chloroform to lessen 
the pangs of childbirth were, on the same 
grounds, condemned. Too many medic- 
ally-trained people unthinkingly accept the 
orthodoxy of constituted authority, often 
notoriously unprogressive. Hence, though 
they practise, they do not teach, birth con- 
trol, which admittedly is against the finan- 
cial interests of their profession. 

‘‘ l’oxes think large families among the 


rabbits highly commendable.” Some Im- 
perialists fear lest there should be a short- 
age of ‘“cannon-fodder ” at the next great 
war; some Capitalists lest a shortage of 
‘“¢ machine-fodder’’ should arise; some 
Socialists lest there should be a diminu- 
tion of discontent with the present system 
of Society; and most Politicians lest they 
should lose votes by espousing what may 
still be an unpopular cause. 

But to-day all organised opposition is 
dead, except that of the Roman Catholic 
Church, whose priests are unmarried, and 
inculcate sex-repression, maintaining that 
celibacy is saintlier than marriage. They 
are concerned lest the population of heaven 
(and thus the praise of God) be lessened if 
the married restrict the number of their 
offspring. Speaking as an individual, too, 
an Anglican Bishop has disapproved of 
birth control on the ground that the pro- 
creation of children is all for the ‘‘ glory of 
God”; and many leaders of thought who 
ought to know better pooh-pooh the danger 
of over-population ‘‘until the last blade 
of grass is grown on the last acre;” and 
others, who ought to be more courageous, 
preserve a conspiracy of silence, and adopt 
a ‘*hush-hush ” policy when the subject of 
birth control is broached. 

The chief dogmas against birth control 
are (1) that it violates the commandment 
of God (Gen. i., 22, misquoted by a too 
prolific mother, “ Be fruitful and multiply 
and blemish the earth”; (2) that it dese- 
crates marriage ;, (3) that it aids and abets 
immorality by making vice safe. 

The suggestion that the world is over- 
populated is, in some quarters, received 
with a smile of incredulity or indifference, 
for could not the world-population (1,800 
millions) stand on the 95,000 acres of the 
smallest English county, and are there not 
53,000,000 square miles of habitable land 
surface in the world? 

It is, however, almost impossible to 
induce opponents to come into the arena, 
and debate. They will not accept the 
challenge, knowing the intellectual weak- 
ness of their case. They are often un- 
married or childless, and hold up various 
bogeys to scare the timid. 

No disease of any kind has been shown 
to result from the use of the best methods. 
But ‘even were it true that prevention of 
conception can, in certain cases, cause nerve 
strain or other harm, it is very plain that 
the lack of it has caused infinitely more ”’ 
(Barbara Crawford, M.B.) While there 
is no evidence that birth control produces 
sterility, there is excellent scientific reason 
for believing thatalack of proper contracep- 
tive knowledge does produce that condition, 

Celibate Bishops and holy ‘ Fathers,” 
not applying to themselves Matt. xxiii., 4, 
and Luke xi., 52, utter diatribes against 
what theyare pleased tocall ‘‘race suicide,” 
but such alarmists and purblind prophets 
who scream about the decline of the Empire 
when the Registrar announces another fall 
in the birth-rate, ignore the fact that the 
nearest approach to national suicide that 
the world has ever seen has been the 
wreck of Russia, which had the largest 
birth-rate, and consequently, the highest 
death-rate in Europe, 
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ATTITUDE OF RELIGION AND ETHICS. 


That birth control is not actually for- 
bidden by revealed religion may be assumed 
from the powerful utterances of the Very 
Rev. Dean of St. Paul’s, supported by the 
Rt. Rev. Dr. H. Russell Wakefield (when 
Bishop of Birmingham and Chairman of 
the National Commission which considered 
the question), and other eminent religious 
spokesmen ; in fact, some go so far as the 
Rev. Gordon Lang, and declare, on the 
contrary, that ‘“‘every birth of an unwanted 
child is an immoral act.” 

There is nothing in the Christian doc- 
trine which forbids the use of contracep- 
tive devices if they conduce to the well- 
being of society, and are not employed 
from narrowly selfish motives; and the 
man and the woman who adopt such de- 
vices in order that their children shall 
have a reasonable chance of a happy ex- 
istence, are most certainly better fulfilling 
the Christian spirit than those who launch 
helpless and diseased children in the world 
regardless of all consequences. 

‘Birth control is necessary for the 
elimination of poverty, and is therefore 
moral” (B. Dunlop, M.B.) “If God 
disapproves of contraceptives, He must 
approve of poverty’ (B. Dunlop, Ch. B.) 

Many eminent ‘authorities in all depart- 
ments are now flocking to the birth con- 
trol banner. Lord Dawson, of Penn, per- 
haps the premier physician interested in 
contraception, endorses the idea of general 
early marriage combined with birth con- 
trol. This tends to ensure sexual purity, 
domestic comfort, social happiness, and 
individual health. 

At the Sixth International Birth Control 
Conference, held at New York in March, 
1925, the special contraceptive session was 
attended by 800 doctors, who passed a unani- 
mous resolution in favour of birth control. 

Sex-union is a physiological and psycho- 
logical need for the majority of virile in- 
dividuals. Sex-starvation for those who 
are not under-sexed is almost as serious 
as food-starvation, and is as much respon- 
sible as sexual excess for inducing nervous 
and mental breakdown. It is specially 
deleterious to the married. ‘To expect 
asceticism of married folks appears to me to 
be mere folly” (Bernard Hollander, M.D.) 

Volitional birth control is admittedly 
‘‘unnatural”’ in the sense that inoculation 
against disease, or amputation of a limb 
in order to save a life, is an interference 
with Nature. But in marriage it is ab- 
stinence, not intercourse, that is unnatural. 
It is more unnatural for a young husband 
and wife to live together as brother and 
sister indefinitely than for them to take 
contraceptive measures. The suppression 
of the natural is as great an outrage against 
nature as over-indulgence. Theuse of the 
word “ unnatural”’ in this connection leads 
nowhere, especially when we recognise that 
man is nature’s rebel. 

Those who fear that the spread of birth 
control knowledge will tend to sexual ir- 
regularity by removing the fear of conse- 
quences, should remember that much of 
the present laxity arises from postpone- 
ment of marriage, and from wives refusing 
themselves to their husbands, owing to the 


fear of being over-burdened with a large 
family. The importance of early marriage 
is being recognised more and more by 
workers in the movement against venereal 
disease. Marriage is the greatest safeguard 
against vice, as St. Paul taught in 1 Cor., 
vil., but it must be marriage in more than 
name. 

Practically all self-supporting and _re- 
venue-producirg citizens would like to be 
married, and to have one or two children, 
and practically all healthy ones will do so 
when a very low birth-rate amongst the 
proletariat—the citizens whose one pos- 
session is proles (offspring)—justifies them. 


STERILISATION. 


No one has more influence for evil than 
the C3 mother. Those who, as a result of 
physical or mental defects, are unfitted to 
produce healthy children should be steril- 
ised, with their consent, or with the con- 
sent of their guardians, at the expense of 
the State. 

‘ Sterilisation can be easily, safely, and 
efficiently carried out by any competent 
surgeon. All that is needed is for two tiny 
ducts to be tied, or cut across. The patient 
should be recovered in a fortnight, and 
be in no sense unsexed ” (Norman Haire, 
Ch.M., M.B., a Harley Street gynecologist 
of international reputation, to whose know- 
ledge 4,500 cases have been operated on 
in this way with satisfactory results). It 
often improves the health, and destroys 
none of the human desires or powers, 
except the power to create a new life.. It 
has been performed on many people of 
both sexes in England. 

“It can also be done painlessly and 
without surgery by means of X-ray treat- 
ment of the reproductive glands in both 
sexes’’ (Professor E. W. MacBride, D. Sc., 
LL.D., F.R.S.), though such sterilisation 
may be of a temporary nature. 

For twenty years some of the 48 States 
of America have had laws dealing with 
sterilisation of the mentally defective. Over 
1,000 criminal or lunacy cases. have been 
sterilised in one State alone. It is much 
more humane than life-long detention, often 
the only alternative. In some cases it 
should be made a condition of release from 
Mental Hospitals. 

When all but the lowest types are using 
rational birth control, public opinion will 
call for the sterilisation of the unfit for 
parenthood. «In that day the vast majority 
will turn to the small minority and say, 
‘‘ Tf you are too selfish, or too careless, or 
too unintelligent to control conception in 
the interests of the community, then the 
community insist that you shall be steri- 
lised, in order that you may not pollute 
the fountains of the nation’s health at 
their sources.” 


PROPONENTS ORGANISED, 


For arguments which it is believed 
justify the foregoing statements, the reader 
is referred to the publications of the New 
Generation League for Human Welfare 
through Birth Control (President: C. V. 
Drysdale, Esq.,O.B.E., D.Sc.), 31, Palace 
Street, S.W.1., from whom the married 


may obtain a pamphlet entitled, “‘ Hygienic 
Methods of Family Limitation ;” (67,000 
have been applied for and issued); the 
Society for Constructive Birth Control 
(President: Marie C. Stopes, D.Sc., D.Ph., 
wife of Councillor H. V. Roe), 5, Adam 
Street, Adelphi, W.C.2.; to Mr. Harold 
Cox’s convincing book, ‘*The Problem of 
Population” (Jonathan Cape), and to ‘The 
Christian Case for Birth Control” (Williams 
and Norgate price 6d.). 

Among the vice-Presidents of these 
Societies, both of which in 1921 estab- 
lished clinics (at 1534, East Street, Wal- 
worth, and at 61, Marlborough Road, 
Holloway), where practical personal ad- 
vice to 10,000 parents has been given by 
qualified ladies, are Sir James Barr, M.D., 
LL.D. (ex-President of the British Medical 
Association), Lord Buckmaster (an ex- 
Lord Chancellor), Arnold Bennett, Esq., 
Harold Cox, Esq. (Economist, Socio- 
logist and Editor of the “Edinburgh 
Review,”’) Sir Arbuthnot Lane, C.B., 
M.B., Dr. C. Killick Millard, D.Sc., and 
Medical Officer of Health, Eden Phillpotts, 
Esq., the Rt. Hon. C. H. Roberts, M.P., 
the Rt. Hon. J. M. Robertson, P.C., and 
Dr. Alice D. Vickery. 

For the sake of the poor and unen- 

lightened, as well as for the welfare of 
the whole community, these Societies and 
the recently-formed Birth Control Group 
of the Labour Party, 31, Sydney Street, 
S.W. 3., appeal for the support of all who 
feel the call to participate in the work of 
teaching parents the great lesson of self- 
help, by preventing unwanted pregnancies, 
until such time as the Ministry of Health 
remove their restriction prohibiting the 
teaching of contraceptive methods, suit- 
able to the individual case, by a properly- 
trained medical profession at all rate-and- 
tax-supported maternity centres. 
+ Will not you, O Reader, enlist in the 
goodly company of those who in this 
most practical way are helping to lessen 
the sum of human misery and to elevate 
the human race? Write to your Member 
of Parliament to use his influence with 
the Government. Sixty-four M.P.’s are 
definitely pledged to press for the lifting 
of the Ministry’s embargo. No legisla- 
tion is needed to secure this belated mea- 
sure of justice, which by 1,000 delegates 
to 8 the Labour Women’s Conference de- 
manded in May, 1924. The same de- 
mand was made by the Council of the 
National Union of Societies for Equal 
Citizenship on March trath, 1925. It is 
the only measure of social justice which 
would require no initial outlay whatever, 
and bring an almost immediate return, 
not only in relief of suffering, but in de- 
creased expense on health work. It will 
staunch the stream of unwanted babies— 
the creatures of chance. 

Help to spread the light, to arouse, 
form, and organise public opinion. Don’t 
leave the duty to others; others may 
leave it to you. Act now! When you 
have considered this paper, pass it on to 
some one else who cares for the public 
welfare. 
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